Dear Dave, 9/29/91 

t've not clipped the- Post's reporting on the Bush seeming reduction of nukes for a 
number of reasons, including the volume is too great for you to have? time to read it 
while teaching and doing the other things you do; because it is too early for a definitive 
evaluation; because like everything the Reagan/Bush administrations have done it lias ul- 
teruor purposes; because it is something the Soviets have long wanted and proposed; and 
because I think it is another of the endless improvisations designed for sycophantic 
media support and to obscure the urgency of the unaddressed and increasingly serious 
domestic problmes Bush continues to ignore until he has no choice, when he t/jen seeks to 
bypass them. 

However, I will be sending the Posttfs today story that says, essentially, that Bush 
has really done nothing to or against Saddam. 

% reasons for including this include the indications that Bush is at best seeking 
to replace one tyrant with another or others, his ignoring all the pro-democratic ele- 
ments he could and should be involving, and what is inherent, his intent not to even try 
to introduce into the Middle East any government that is in any sense democratic or anti- 
authoritarian. 

It is also because of what the media has not out together and reported, that this 
present situation is merely the latest in a succession of flawed Bush policies with re- 
gard to Saddam. Each and every decision he made and action he has taken, in addition to 
. indicating all were improvised, was at the time the wrong decision or action. 

ri ’his goes back to the Reaganite help to Iraq against Iran, the april Glaspie's gell- 
ing Saddam, for all practical purpose, to go ahead with his agrression,to not letting 
sanctions work and instead attacking, then to stopping while Saddam was not only still in 
poqer but still in. control of all Iraqis could hear, see and known and understand. Most of 
them have no way of knowing that he is the cause of their distress. 

I think also that this is not unrelated to the new Bush pro-Arab and anti-Israel 
riolicy that long has been visible to me, as you may remember my having said. 

• In short, going along with galloping r qlpc than creeping authoritarianism domest- 
ically there is his encouragement of foreign authoritarianism at least in that part of the 
world and argueably elsewhere. 

Essentially I see no other Bush policy in either area and believe that all of his 
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two-dimensional acts designed also to help him get re-elected, which also means to 
make it possible for him to fix more authoritarianism on the country. 

Later, after reading vonly) yihe lead Outlook article, Lally Weym&uth' s on her inter- 
view with Shamir and actually, others. I encourage you to read this with care, keeping in 
mind that she could not possibly include all she asked and Shamir responded to and that 
she also had to keep in mind the Post's editorial position on the issue. 
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Some of what she says X do not recall having seen or heard in tin; rnaj^r media. 

I think that in essence she says what I've been saying all along, in some insfmces 

using the words of her sources. Bush has changed policy and has put in place an anti- 
; Israel policy. 

The situation is of considerable danger and I think it will get even more danger- 
ous because I believe gush will persist in his policy and Israel believes its survival 
ie endangered by thiit policy. Which also has been and remains my opinion. 

What is new to me is that Israel could have sunk the ship taking the Scud missiles 
to Syria and at U.S. request didn't. \1 think Insrael was wrong on this. I n this connection 
I remind you thqt it vient off on its own when it destroyed the Iraqi nuclear^ plant, 
much to the benefit of the rer>t of the world during the gulf crisis, the world that earlier 
.had condemned Israel for thAt raid. Such missiles under Assad 1 s control are like them 
Mghen Saddam had them. Assad can want them only to use against Israel.) 

What Shamir said that is not included might be and I think would be interesting but 
even i| as with her assad interview Weymouth w&es a second piece v/e‘ 11 not really know. 
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I believe he would have expressed liimself more moderately than he believes justified but 
may also have had more pointed comments and observations. 

I'm not pretending to be merlin, remembering the future, but .^J.do remember the past, 
when Shamir, who I do not like, was a terrorist, along with Begun and other of their peers. 
Their terrorism, ending for practical purposes with the bombing of the Ki n g David hotel, 
vhi®! 1 really drove Britain out oi there. They were very daring and imaginative men. I think 
they still are and will be, only to a degree moderated by the changed circumstances. So, I 
believe it is not impossible tliat Shamir will, when the full impact of Bush's radically 
changed policies is more ap.iarent to the Israeli electorate, that Shamir will call for a 
special election. -I think that ix he does he'll win and that he can win with a large enough 
majority to end their system of proportionate representation. This would wipe out the ultra- 
orthodox/ conversation minor parlies who have held and used the balance of power to impose 
much of their super-ultra and very backward views on various Israeli governments. I think 
that would be very good for Israel ana give any goveVnment more freedom to follow itsa own 
policies. In this it would be xxore democratic and any government could follow more con- 
sistent policies. You probably have little Knowledge of how reactionary these minor reli- 
gious parties have been. They sought to prevent women swimming with men, El A1 from flying 
OU the /Sabbath, closing all entertainment down-even driving cars on the sabbath. 

Bushh lias also, I believe, 1 ‘oduced the Labor party's following and strengthened Shamir's. 

In summary, however, as you may recall I've been saving for some time, what B us h is and 
has been doing really threatens Israel's survival. I think there is no doubt tliat Shamir 
et al believe this, as at so% point the story indicates. That means that regardless of 

what it means to their relatuons with the US and to being able to house the refugees they 
y j ] 1 be dominated by their determination to survive. Best. 
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Assumed in the few momenta before this afternoon's Oeioles ^gaiae. 

X ve been intending lor several, weeks to look at the Moonie Vushiiigton Times* new 
Sunday edition. This morning, after going throggh most of the Post and before ^il was 
up, I went andgiot one. I can't say it waS a disappointment because I expected not much 
Of a paper, so I got ..hat I expected. I also learned why the TV ads have belittled fat and 
heav^- Sunday papers: it isn't. It did not have a single advertising supplement. It did 
have several full-page ads, including a very political one in support of Thomas for the 
Court. 1 do not remember any supermarket ads, either. 

The printed price is 750, SI. 50 for home delivery. But there was a separate ad on 
stiff er white paper advertising the paper, delivered, for SI .00 a week. There is not any 
much faster way to go broke with a newspaper, so again I wonder as for so long I have, 

Wfer ^oon keeps pouring vast sums of money into the abortim and where he gets all tliat 


money to waste this way. 

There was not much to read, less that I wanted to, but there was an interesting 
article by Jerusalem's extraordinary mayor, Teddy Kollek. I clipped that and I'll be 
sending it. Perhaps also the accompnanying column by Max Lerner. I've not seen ani^ of 
his for years. V/hen last I did I marvelled that a man of such small statute can have and 
use so many shoulders, each for carrying a separate load of water, lie always used to cover 
himself and his opinions that way. 

It interested mo that the ['\oilek article was distributed by the Los angeles x imes 
syndicate, with which the Post is affiliated, ana the Post did not use this unusually 
newsworthy article by an unusually well-informed Israeli official. 

I think it is the* content. While ICollek was criticil of both Shamir and Bush he made 
it clear that Bush had not kept his word, had broken promises, and that what he was doing 
is a radical change^, which I've been saying. He also was criticial of Shamir for not 
just accepted what Bush is doing. I'm sorry he had no space for any possible explanation 
of Shamir's action, j- believe I have. Maybe he thought or was told the papers here would 
not carry that. 

I agree with him that Israel can, perhaps should give up Gaza, and in discussions 
with my friend £ abovsky we have both agreed that it is the one occupied territory Israel 
can best give up. at least unless there is a major change in Egypt's government and policies. 
I do not agree with ilollek on surrendering Hebron and believe that none of the west bank 
. is not needed for genuine security. 

I think you'll find what he says about ^dusalera interesting, historically and present 
and recent past. Like no increase in population under the Arabs and doubled under the 
Israelis. I think you'll find it an informative piece. 

Today for the first time of which I know an Israeli official is quoted saying Bush 
has titled to the »rabs. ^ 
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